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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFIC J 



In re Application of: 
Serial No.: 
Filing Date: 
Group Art Unit: 
Examiner: 
For: 



Mail Stop Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box MSO 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Sir: 



Hughes, et al. 
10/606,683 
June 26, 2003 
2645 

Gerald Gauthier 

METHOD FOR PERSONALIZING 
COMPUTERIZED CUSTOMER 



SEE VICE 



AMENDMENT 



In response to the Office Action mailed June 16, 2005 Applicants herewith submit 
a copy of the formal drawings for the above referenced application with boxes h l Figs. 1 
and 2 now having labels corresponding to the descriptions thereof in the specification. A 
replacement sheet is attached. 



ofLS 



Patent 
Al to 
,180 B2 



All originally filed claims stand rejected under 35 USC 1 03 in view 
6,205,418 Bl to Li et al. (Li) in combination with one or more of US 2002/075 300 
Tang et al. (Tang), US 2002/0152244 Al to Dean et al. (Dean), US Patent 6,58 
to Kazuo Nemoto (Nemoto) and US 2004/0030567 Al to Culy et al. (Culy), Applicants 
note that Tang, Dean and Nemoto are commonly assigned with the instant appli|*tion. 



The present invention as described and claimed facilitates the user systei n 
interface by ascertaining a user's preferred language usage pattern and thereafte r 
presenting any subsequent information from the system to the user utilizing thai 
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preferred language usage. The system information may be presented to the user 
or aurally. 



visually 



Applicants agree with the Examiner that some feature of their invention i nay be 
found in the prior art. Applicants disagree that making the combinations sugges ed by 
the Examiner result in the present invention, and assert that without the teaching of die 
present invention one skilled in the art may not be motivated to make the combination at 
all. 



and 



10 
of Li 



With regard to the Examiner's rejection of the independent claims 1, 4, j 
Applicants argue that their claims define patentably over the combined teaching 
and Tang. As described, Applicants ascertaining step of claim 1 and means for 
prompting of claims 4 and 10 relate to deteiroinmg a user's language usage and 
usage pattern preferences. Then a user profile is created. The cited and applied 
of Li has a different sequence; a user profile is retrieved before modifying that p rofile 
response to another language selection. Further Li in column 4, lines 10 - 39 d 
how their system offers several languages from which a user may choose as welji ; 
offering the user an opportunity to modify a standard language or to create a i 
language for which the user must supply translation. Applicants are not specifidally 
offering multiple languages from which a user may select, a concept admittedly |old in the 
art. Rather, Applicants describe (page 2, linesl 1-15) and claim in their ind 
claims modifying language patterns in response to interactively ascertaining a l 
preferences. This modification occurs in usage patterns of a language. See pag£ 
23^27. 



suggests 



Thus Applicants assert that Li as modified by Tang neither teaches nor 
Applicants' invention. Tang is cited by the Examiner for disclosing Applicants 
step of 'presenting information so modified to said user.' Applicants present totthe 
information arising from the computer system in accordance with the user profi 
has been created after interactively determining the language usage preferences jof the 
user. Tang's presentation to the user the user interface layout file and later trans coding 
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results in no way serves to teach or suggest Applicants' presenting step because 
is being presented. 



>fwhat 



With regard to claim 4 the Examiner's rejection is based on apparently equating 
language selection with Applicants language usage pattern preferences. AppHca ats 
traverse the pertinence of Li as noted above. Similarly, Li's custom language 
development tool is not equivalent to Applicants* means for analyzing since the burpose 
of Applicants' means is, e.g., to determine pronoun preference or pacing not upcjate the 
user profile with a new language selection. 

Following this reasoning Applicants assert that the remaining details of t le 
grounds for rejecting claim 4 must fail. The essential difference between the pr< sent 
invention and the prior art rests on the difference between language and language usage 
patter preferences. 

Applicants' traverse of the specific rejection of claim 10 tracks their tra\ erse of 
the rejection of claim 4. The difference in subject matter of claims 4 and 1 0 is hat the 
former describes apparatus and the latter describes a computer program product 

Applicants traverse the rejections of their dependent claims because the) depend 
from independent claims believed patentable over the prior art. Adding the vari dus 
elements the Examiner cites in Dean, Nemoto and Culy does not overcome the 1 ack of 
any teaching or suggestion in Li of language usage pattern preferences as the information 
sought from a user of the system. 

In rejecting claims 2, 5 and 13 the Examiner relies upon the combination i of Li 
and Tang supplemented by Dean's teaching that the computer system includes 2 Web 
site. Applicants repeat that their ascertaining step as further described in claim I related 
to language usage preferences and claim 2 clearly states how a user makes prefi rences, 
not a language, known to the system 
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Dependent claims 3, 8, 9, 1 1 and 12 relate to Applicants' invention when 
implemented in a system wherein a user interacts aurally and vocally. Applicant! 
disagree with some of the Examiner's assertions regarding Nemoto. The 
relate to an automatic voice response system. However, it does not disclose Mteijatively 
querying the user to determine preferred voice qualities' in column 8, lines 52 - 
Examiner asserts. The plain meaning of the words as quoted by the Examiner supports 
Applicants 1 conclusion. Nowhere does Nemoto talk about voice qualities. The 
portion relates to determining user responses to a voice mail menu. The stated 
the invention in Nemoto is to reduce the number of times as operator must take 
call initially handled by the automated system, Nemoto also purports to reduce 
number of time a user must repeat information. 



referen :e does 



;ited 
purpose of 
( >ver a 
he 



The Examiner relies on the addition of Culy to the Li - Tang - Dean cor tbination 
to reject claims 6 and 7. These are claims depending from an independent clain the 
patentability of which is argued above. Culy is cited for teaching means to [res< nt a 
plurality of passages from which a user may choose. Applicants disagree. The rited 
portions of this reference relate to improvements and voice recognition. The im rphology 
file and its possible contents are described in paragraph 0043. Applicants* attor ley is 
unable to discern where multiple presentations are made to a user as part of pxot tpting 
the user to make a choice as describes in Applicants' claim 6. Nor is the teachw g of 
Applicants' claim 7 totally found in the Culy combination. Applicants agree tibu t Culy 7 s 
morphology file is a place to store and is useful in assuring subject and verb agr sement, 
but not as required by claim 7. Culy does not disclose saving the pronoun choic e of the 
user for subsequently presenting information to the user utilizing the user's preferred 
language usage pattern. 

In conclusion. Applicants request the Examiner to reconsider and withdi aw his 
rejections of the claims pending in the case. Applicants have argued that none c f the 
references in any combination suggest the present invention. Even if combined as the 
Examiner suggests, without the teaching of the present invention, a method, ap >aratus 
and program product for ascertaining the language usage preferences of a user z nd 
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Respectfully submitted^ 




Andrea Pair Bryant, Reg. N 
Attorney for Applicants 
(512) 345-5806 




attachment 



PAGE 89 



m 

m 

CO 

i 

w 

C 
■rn 

o 
O 

5 



Response to June 1 6, 2005 Office Action 

l|age 5 of 5 

PAGE 9/10 * RCVD AT 1 W17/2005 8:22:23 PM [Eastern Daylight TimeJ * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/24 * DN1S:27383M * CSID:5123450019 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-24 



